
United States Patent and Trademark Office 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
United States Patent and Trademark Office 
Address: COMMISSIONER FOR PATENTS 
P.O. Boa 1450 

Alexandria, Virginia 223 1 3- 1 450 
www.uspto.gov 



APPLICATION NO. 



FILING DATE 



FIRST NAMED INVENTOR 



ATTORNEY DOCKET NO. 



CONFIRMATION NO. 



09/917,264 



21125 



07/27/2001 



Colin P. Britton 



7590 



04/19/2004 



NUTTER MCCLENNEN & FISH LLP 
WORLD TRADE CENTER WEST 
155 SEAPORT BOULEVARD 
BOSTON, MA 02210-2604 



0103488-00003 



7813 



EXAMINER 



ABEL JALIL, NEVEEN 



ART UNIT 



PAPER NUMBER 



2175 

DATE MAILED: 04/19/2004 



Please find below and/or attached an Office communication concerning this application or proceeding. 



PTO-90C (Rev. 10/03) 





Application No.^B> 


Applicant(s) 




Office Action Summarv 


09/917,264 


BRITTON ET AL 




Examiner 

Neveen Abel-Jalil 


Art Unit 

2175 





The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address -- 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- tf NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1.704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to communication(s) filed on 09 February 2004 . 
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DETAILED ACTION 



L The amendment filed on 9 February 2004 has been received and entered. Claims 1-26, 
31-33, 42, and 45-52 have been cancelled. Therefore, Claims 27-30, 34-41, 43-44, and 53 are 
now pending. 



2. Dependent claims 34, 38, 41 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

Claims 34, 38, and 41 need to be rewritten to include the missing elements of the claims 
they incorporate. For example, claim 34 should be rewritten to include the elements of claims 28 
and 27 as stated in the claim. Claim 38 should be rewritten to include the elements of claims 37 
and 36. Claim 41 should be rewritten to include the elements of claims 40 and 39. Appropriate 
correction is required. 



3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 36-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claims are directed to a non- 
statutory subject matter, specifically, directed towards an data structure. 

The language of the claim raises a question as to whether the claim is directed merely to 
an abstract idea that is not tied to a technological art, environment or machine which would 
result in a practical application producing a concrete, useful, and tangible result to form the basis 
of statuary subject matter under 35 U.S.C. 101. the disclosed invention is inoperative and 



Claim Objections 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
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therefore lacks utility. In claim 36, there is merely the abstract idea of "periodically removing 
redundancies in RDF triplets" that is not supported by any means. 

Claims 37-38 depended from claim rejected claim 36, and therefore contain the same 
deficiency as above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 36-38 are recites the limitation " the RDF triplets " in claim 36. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

7. Claims 36-38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being incomplete 
for omitting essential steps, such omission amounting to a gap between the steps. See MPEP 

§ 2172.01. In claim 36, the recitation of: periodically removing redundancies in the RDF tripets. 

It is unclear to the Examiner how the step was arrived at considering the pre-amble use of 
the word "comprising" in an Independent claim which indicates by default the existence of more 
than one step in the claim language. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

9. Claims 36-38, and 53 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Lipkin 
et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0049788 Al). 

As to claim 36, Lipkin et al. discloses a digital processing method for enterprise 
application integration comprising: 

periodically removing redundancies in the RDF triplets (See page 71, column 1, lines 27- 
67, and page 71, column 2, lines 1-25). 

As to claim 37, Lipkin et al. discloses wherein the step of reducing redundancies includes 
combining related triplets into bags (See page 19, column 2, lines 14-22, wherein "bags" reads 
on "container", also see page 66, column 1, lines 10-21). 

As to claim 38, Lipkin et al. discloses wherein the step of reducing redundancies includes 
determining a confidence level that two or more triplets represent redundant information (See 
page 71, column 1, lines 27-67, and page 71, column 2, lines 1-25). 

As to claim 53, Lipkin et al. discloses a digital processing method for enterprise 
application integration comprising: 

removing redundancies in the RDF triples by executing the steps of: 
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i) comparing sequential levels of objects of the RDF triples (See page 9, column 2, lines 
43-67, wherein the table shows the hierarchical ordering of the URI), 

ii) determining a confidence level that two or more triplets represent redundant 
information (See page 71, column 1, lines 27-67, and page 71, column 2, lines 1-25). 

iii) merging into a bag triples determined to be redundant on a basis of that confidence 
level (See page 19, column 2, lines 14-22, wherein "bags" reads on "container", also see page 
66, column 1, lines 10-21). 



10. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 



11. Claims 27-30, 34, 39-41, and 43-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Lipkin et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0049788 Al) in view of Bradford (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,678,679 Bl). 

As to claim 27, Lipkin et al. discloses a digital data processing method for enterprise 
application integration comprising: 

displaying on a browser a markup language documents that (See page 4, paragraphs 
0073-0078, and see page 31, paragraphs 0560-0566) 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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(i) generates one or more queries for application to the data store (See page 73, column 2, 
lines 1-25, wherein "markup language documents" reads on "XML", and wherein "database" 
reads on "information server"), 

(ii) presents, via the browser, content generated from the data store in response to the one 
or more queries (See page 2, column 1, lines 49-61), 

where the markup language document identifies user interface components to display 
said content (See page 31, paragraphs 0560-0578). 

Lipkin et al. does not teach storing, in a data store, RDF triplets representing transactional 
information received from each of a plurality of databases. 

Bradford teaches storing, in a data store, RDF triplets representing transactional 
information received from each of a plurality of databases (See column 15, lines 17-67, and see 
column 16, lines 1-12). . 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have modified Lipkin et al. to include storing, in a data store, RDF triplets 
representing transactional information received from each of a plurality of databases. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have modified Lipkin et al. by the teaching of Bradford to include storing, in a data 
store, RDF triplets representing transactional information received from each of a plurality of 
databases because having a variety of search retrieval methods to access data from disparity of 
databases reduces business costs by keeping all data separate and secure and only having access 
to needed information. 
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As to claim 28, Lipkin et al. as modified discloses wherein at least one of the databases 
stores additional data in a form other than as RDF triplets (See page 71, column 1, lines 6-16). 

As to claim 29, Lipkin et al. as modified discloses wherein the markup language 
document identifies the queries to be generated in response to one or more user selections and/or 
responses to user-input controls specified by that document (See Bradford column 12, lines 16- 
43). 

As to claim 30, Lipkin et al. as modified discloses wherein the markup language 
document identifies one or more menus, button bars or other controls that allow the user to 
specify a search or otherwise modify the content presented via the browser (See Bradford 
column 12, lines 47-67, also see Bradford column 13, lines 13-56). 

As to claim 34, Lipkin et al. as modified discloses wherein the steps of receiving and 
transmitting information using the first protocol includes receiving and transmitting an RDF 
triplet representing any of marketing information or an e-commerce or other transaction (See 
page 3, column 2, lines 60-67, and page 4, column 1, lines 1-5, also see page 58, column 2, lines 
1-14). 



As to claim 39, Lipkin et al. discloses a digital data processing method for enterprise 
application integration comprising 
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storing, in a data store, RDF triplets representing transactional information received from 
each of a plurality of databases (See page 69 column 2, lines 54-67, and see page 70, column 1, 
lines 24-35, also see page 14, column 1, lines 32-41, also see page 21, column 1, lines 43-48), 

displaying on a browser a markup language document that (See page 4, paragraphs 0073- 
0078, and see page 31, paragraphs 0560-0566) 

(ii) presents, via the browser, content generated from the data store in response to the one 
or more queries (See page 2, column 1, lines 49-61), 

where the markup language document identifies user interface components to display 
said content (See page 31, paragraphs 0560-0578), 

generating a directed graph from the RDF triplets (See page 63, column 1 , lines 64-67, 
and page 63, column 2, lines 1-9), 

Lipkin et al. does not teach (i) generates one or more queries one or more queries for 
application to the data store in response to one or more user selections and/or responses to user- 
input controls specified by that document. 

Bradford teaches (i) generates one or more queries for application to the data store in 
response to one ore more user selections and/or responses to user-input controls specified by that 
document (See column 12, lines 47-67, also see column 13, lines 13-56). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have modified Lipkin et al. to include (i) generates one or more queries 
for application to the data store in response to one ore more user selections and/or responses to 
user-input controls specified by that document. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have modified Lipkin et al. by the teaching of Bradford to include (i) generates one 
or more queries for application to the data store in response to one ore more user selections 
and/or responses to user-input controls specified by that document because having a variety of 
search retrieval methods to access data from disparity of databases reduces business costs by 
keeping all data separate and secure and only having access to needed information. 

As to claim 40, Lipkin et al discloses comprising the step of generating the directed 
graph in response to a said query (See page 63, column 1, lines 64-67, and page 63, column 2, 
lines 1-9). 

As to claim 41, Lipkin et al. as modified discloses wherein the steps of receiving and 
transmitting information using the first protocol includes receiving and transmitting an RDF 
triplet representing any of marketing information or an e-commerce or other transaction (See 
page 3, column 2, lines 60-67, and page 4, column 1, lines 1-5, also see page 58, column 2, lines 
1-14). 

12. Claims 35, and 43-44 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lipkin et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 2002/0049788 Al) in view of Bradford (U.S. Patent No. 6,678,679 
Bl) as applied to claims 27-34 above, and further in view of Delcambre et al. (U.S. Pub. No. 
2002/0059566 Al). 
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As to claim 35, Lipkin et al. as modified discloses comprising: 

applying the query to one or more of the plurality of databases using respective 
applications program interfaces ("API") (See Lipkin et al. page 73, column 1, lines 50-67, and 
Lipkin et al. page 73, column 2, lines 1-12, also see Lipkin et al. page 74, column 1, lines 32-43), 

retrieving information from the one or more databases in response to the applied query 
(See Lipkin et ai page 73, column 2, lines 1-25, wherein "retrieving information" reads on 
"XML", and wherein "database" reads on "information server"), 

Lipkin et al. as modified still does not teach storing in the data store a query for 
application to at least one of the databases, converting that retrieved information into said RDF 
triplets. 

Delcambre et al. teaches storing in the data store a query for application to at least one of 
the databases, converting that retrieved information into said RDF triplets (See pages 6-7, 
paragraph 0067, also see page 5, paragraphs 0053-0054, and see pages 1-2, paragraphs 0012). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have further modified Lipkin et al. as modified to include storing in the 
data store a query for application to at least one of the databases, converting that retrieved 
information into said RDF triplets. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have further modified Lipkin et al as modified by the teaching of Delcambre et al. 
to include storing in the data store a query for application to at least one of the databases, 
converting that retrieved information into said RDF triplets because converting to RDF format is 
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well used in the Internet content field allowing for standardized efficient descriptive language of 
data storage and retrieval. 

As to claim 43 , Lipkin et al. discloses a digital processing method for enterprise 
application integration comprising: 

displaying on a browser a markup language document that (See page 4, paragraphs 0073- 
0078, and see page 31, paragraphs 0560-0566) 

(ii) presents, via the browser, content generated from the data store in response to the one 
or more queries (See page 2, column 1, lines 49-61), 

where the markup language document identifies user interface components to display 
said content (See page 31, paragraphs 0560-0578), 

applying the query to one or more of the plurality of databases using respective 
applications program interfaces ("API") (See page 73, column 1, lines 50-67, and page 73, 
column 2, lines 1-12, also see page 74, column 1, lines 32-43), 

retrieving information from the one or more databases in response to the applied query 
(See page 73, column 2, lines 1-25, wherein "retrieving information" reads on "XML", and 
wherein "database" reads on "information server"), 

responding to an applied query by generating a directed graph from the RDF triplets (See 
page 63, column 1, lines 64-67, and page 63, column 2, lines 1-9), 

parsing the directed graph and presenting content generated therefrom via the browser 
(See page 63, column 1, lines 64-67, and page 63, column 2, lines 1-9, also see page 37, column 
1, lines 14-15). 
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Lipkin et al. does not teach (i) generates one or more queries for application to the data 
store in response to one ore more user selections and/or responses to user-input controls specified 
by that document, 

storing in the data store one or more further queries for application to at least one of the 
databases. 

Bradford teaches (i) generates one or more queries for application to the data store in 
response to one ore more user selections and/or responses to user-input controls specified by that 
document (See column 12, lines 47-67, also see column 13, lines 13-56), 

storing in the data store one or more further queries for application to at least one of the 
databases (See column 12, lines 16-43). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have modified Lipkin et al. to include (i) generates one or more queries 
for application to the data store in response to one ore more user selections and/or responses to 
user-input controls specified by that document, storing in the data store one or more further 
queries for application to at least one of the databases. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have modified Lipkin et al. by the teaching of Bradford to include (i) generates one 
or more queries for application to the data store in response to one ore more user selections 
and/or responses to user-input controls specified by that document, storing in the data store one 
or more further queries for application to at least one of the databases because having a variety of 
search retrieval methods to access data from disparity of databases reduces business costs by 
keeping all data separate and secure and only having access to needed information. 
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Lipkin et al. as modified still does not teach converting that retrieved information into 
said RDF triplets. 

Delcambre et al. teaches converting that retrieved information into said RDF triplets (See 
pages 6-7, paragraph 0067, also see page 5, paragraphs 0053-0054, and see pages 1-2, 
paragraphs 0012). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to have further modified Lipkin et al. as modified to include converting that 
retrieved information into said RDF triplets. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
was made to have further modified Lipkin et al. as modified by the teaching of Delcambre et al. 
to include converting that retrieved information into said RDF triplets because converting to 
RDF format is well used in the Internet content field allowing for standardized efficient 
descriptive language of data storage and retrieval. 

As to claim 44, Lipkin et al. as modified discloses wherein the parsing step includes 
parsing the directed graph and presenting therefrom consolidated information plural ones of the 
databases (See page 63, column 1, lines 64-67, and page 63, column 2, lines 1-47). 

Response to Arguments 
13. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 27-30, 34-41, 43-44, and 53 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 



14. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

1 5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Neveen Abel-Jalil whose telephone number is 703-305-81 14. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00AM-4: 30PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dov Popovici can be reached on 703-305-3830. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Neveen Abel-Jalil 
April 15, 2004 




CHARLES RONES 
PRIMARY EXAMINER 



